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(LAN^UASE)* ALINOUISTIC THEORY* ACOMPARATXVE ANALYSIS* 

LANOUAOE ABILITY* ENVIRONMENTAL INFLUENCES* MATURATION* HEAD 
START* 

THIS STUDY WAS MADE IN AN ATTEMPT TO DISCOVER HOW MUCH 
ENVIRONMENTAL STIMULATION IS NECESSARY FOR NORMAL LANSUAOE 
DEVELOPMENT IN CHILDREN. THROUGH ANALYSIS OF TRANSFORMATIONAL 
GRAHMER* THE SYNTACTIC STRUCTURES OF TWENTY 5-YEAR-CLP 
CULTURALLY DEPRIVED NEGRO CHILDREN IN BALTIMORE WERE COMPARED 
TO THOSE OF A GROUP OF MIDDLE CLASS WHITE NURSERY SCHOOL 
CHILDREN IN BOSTON WHO WERE SUBJECTS OF A STUDY BY PAULA 
MENYUK. DIALECT DIFFERENCES WERE MINIMIZED BY A CONCEPT OF 
FUNCTIONAL EOUIVALENCE WHICH EOUATED STATEMENTS HAVING 
DIFFERENT WORDS BUT THE SAME MEANING. THE TOTAL NUMBER OF 
SENTENCES WHICH THE CHILDREN PRODUCED IN THE EXPERIMENTAL 
SESSION* THE TOTAL NUMBER OF DIFFERENT SYNTACTIC STRUCTURES 
USED* AND AN AVERAGE SENTENCE COMPLEXITY SCORE WERE TAKEN AS 
INDICES OF LINGUISTIC PERFORMANCE. A SUBSTANTIAL DIFFERENCE 
IN STRUCTURE USE WAS FOUND BETWEEN THE TWO GROUPS* WITH THE 
BOSTON GROUP USING MANY MORE SYNTACTIC STRUCTURES. THE NEGRO 
GROUP WAS NOT HOMOGENEOUS IN PERFORMANCE BUT HAD A WIDE R^E 
OF DIFFERENCE IN COMPLEXITY AND NUMBER OF SYNTACTIC 
STRUCTURES USED. LARGE DIFFERENCES WITHIN THE NEGRO GROUP 
would suggest that ENVIRONMENT PLAYS A MAJOR ROLE IN LANGUAGE 
DEVELOPMENT. IF LANGUAGE IS IMPLICATED IN THINKING BEHAVIOR* 
THEN IT IS POSSIBLE THAT THE DEGREE OF IMMATURITY IN LANGUAGE 
OEVCLOPMENT IN EARLY CHILDHOOD IS SIGNIFICANT IN THE CHILD'S 
GENERAL COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT. EXPLORATION IN THIS AREA IS 
CONTINUING. THE NEGRO SPEECH SAMPLE IS BEING INCREASED* AND A 
TABLE OF STRUCTURAL EGUIVALENTS BETWEEN STANDARD ENGLISH AND 
the NONSTANDARD ENGLISH OF NEGRO CHILDREN IS BEING DEVELOPED. 
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Hatty Oittr^ Hi .O. 

Oayattaeat of laychiatty and iahavionl Sciancaa 
•iOima Hopklna Univataity School of Hadlcina 



I liotild Uka to poaa a ganaral quaation: Hhae kind of cnvitonaaatal 
auppott ia naeaaaaty £6t aonMl languaia davalopmantt Ihara ara paxtiai»a navoml 
poittta of viav on thia quaatloii* Ooa point of viaw ^ 

laata^ng thaotiata aiich at Homrat and Skinnat — * auggaata that tha anvltonaantal 

« 'as 

support naeaaaaty for languaga davalopoant la tha aasM^ for any kind of bahavlor, 

ttSMaly wtonrlata tainforcanant , 

A aacond point of vlau» hold by a niiabat of dlffatant taaaarchata, 

daaetibaa lantuaga ae^uialtion aa a tula^Iaatnlna ptocaaa unlnfluancad by 

taittfateaMiit* fhla uiaupolnt la eattalnly Influancad by tha aork of tha linguist 

Moan ChitMMiky aho attaaaaa tha blologleal (l.a« Innata) conponanta of languaga 

daaalnpaMat« and auggaata that tha only naeaaaaty amvirnnnanf at aui^pott ia th# 

iMta ptaaanea In tha child 'a anvltonnant of aona natuta apaakata of tha languaga 

tojba.-laa'tiiad* 

Hou X would Uka to turn to a particular ^uaatlonf, How auch 
amironaantal atltantlatlon la naeaaaaty for nomal languaga davalopwmtt this 
guagtiott latiadlataly talaaa tha ptoblan of whathar thata ata noma avallabla fOr 
tha dlffatant atagaa of lingulatle davalopnant* 

• ftaa^tad at tha Syappaluai on tha Concapt of Struetura In Language and 



9iiidKing» taatattt Vayehologieal Aaaoclatlon Annual Haatlng» Maw York City» 
April 15th» 1966* 



Altliotiili « ffMit 4 m1 0t intovmtiwk it aiNiiUbU io fslii Umtfcirty 
th«it %tm §o m«9 to bo found thoto tbot X bolim it to oofo ' 

to doy tbot no tolioblo notat oniot for ehildtonU lontnat^ b^fldt* Vo 
eoanot ooy with oiqr oortointy tbot ot o opoeille OfO o oblld nill otdiiMii^lf 
hovo oe^oitod o nortieuXor Uoiniotie otv^uetuto* toxtiopo os oneontlon to tbio 
gonorollsotlofi noy bo tnido obout tbo dtild'o oo^uloitlos of tbo tpbdoosle*dyoton 
oboot idiieli our infoiaotion lo audi aoro rolloblo. 

/ 8oao intriguiag eloiao hovo boo^ aodo is rocost yoorO to tho of foot 

thot by 3* 4» or 3 yooro of ott ohildros havo oc^uirod tho **bo«ie** itructui^ 
of thoir loofttofn* Iowovor» tho ^uoitloo of shot coootitutoo tho collootion ol 
hooie •tmeturoo io still on opos ono* fort of tho rdoson for this tb tl^t 
daarleoa*iii$Uih oystoit is for froa bolng ooaplotoly doscrtbod* tb noao diooo 
strueturos 00 bosle ohich oltoody oxist is childros's spooch ot 3» or 4, or 5 
ynors of OfS is sot holpful. A doscription of bosic strueturos idtl hooo to 
oasrpi froa frouuoney studios of odult spOoeht 

font roosos for tho cloia thot very young ehildron hovo asstorod dio 
bosic strueturos of thoir losguogo is thot they oftoh sooa to bo oblo tso 
eoanunieoto voty aoll in oxpotiaonts» such thot tho osporiaontor eoneludds t|ait 
thoro in o rool discroponcy botuoon thoir linguistic ddvel o pa o nt Ottd thoir 
*\ioa«liiigUistic** cognitive dovolopaont* In aost enporiaonts uhoro I d n gu o go 
dovolopaont hos boon studiod» tho subjoctc hovo boon ehildron froa tho aidilo* 
or uppor-aiddlo clossos* i«o« froa highly vorbol onvirooasnti* thfo soloetiifo 
soapling wi^t hovo led to tho boliof in dorly linguistic proeoeity. 

Zf only ainiaol onviroaasntol stiaulotion is noeossory for Ungungo 
dovolopaont » then oil ehildron of o cortoin ogo> irrospoetivo of tho diffornneo^ 
in thoir onviconaonts* should hovo roochod tho soas lovol of dovolopaont. this 
is in foot ChoasiQr's visa. Ho does not dany tho oxiotoneo of indiyiduot 
dl|foroQeoo» but suggests thot thoy^ oso only triviol ones# o>g« in vdeobd^ry* 



Hk%t% Mf stviMl niya of oxamliiiiig ChoMky't tioeloiu» on« U to dototsliio oliot 
kind of 41ffotoncot> if any • «xi«t botiwioii otoopt of oHldroii of oxtroMly 
dlvorgotit baokgroondo, and onothor aathod ooold be to try to apaelfy diffaronoaa 
ohich aair axiat oithln a atouo. 



Both of thaaa apptoaehaa war# amployed in an axparinant X ca triad out 
ffith «y coXiaaguaa» Arthur NcCaffray and Sheldon frank* on tha ayntax of 20 
5-yaar«oId Hagro childran fron Baltimora* uho cava fim groaaly deprived 
anviromianta* 1 uould like to compare thair ayntaotie atructuraa to tboaa of a 
group of niddla«elaaa mhita nuraary achool childran who ware invaatlgatad Siy 
faula Manytik in Boston. In both axpariaanta tha childran'a ayntax maa aiMil^a^ 



by mfiana of tranaforaational grammar. 

One of tha difficulties in comparing the language of these tVo groupa 
is of coursa the dialect diffaranca batmaan them. An effort uaa made to mtiniedta 
tiiia diffiettlty by developing a concept of functional Eguivalanca . this rafara 



to tha fact that a caguanca of vorda in one dialect may be aomaidiat diffarant 
from a aaguanca in tha othar dielact* yet the two aaquaneaa are ayntaotioally 



functionally aguivalant* a.a. hia atfitar hat in tha nan-atandard dialect in 
functionally eevivalent to hie a la ter* a hat in the standard dialect* and 
her maabaa haraalf ia functionally aeuivalanc to aha maahaa haraall. 

Looking at tha dlffarancaa in tha range of syntactic atructuraa 
available to each group it maa found that there mare in fact aubatantlal 
dlffarancaa batmaan tha grou^* all of the diffarencaa favored the Boston groi^* 
Hany of tha Hagro children* for example* did not employ such atructuraa aa 
ganaration (Ha took it off)* the Baflaxiva . the Belative Clauae . OomDlament 
Xnfitiitival 11 irant to play)* and Comolemant farticiPtal (X like singing) idiich 
mare all used by the majority of Hanyuk'a aa^la. 







r ■ , ■ • ; ' J' 4;^v':'l 

Th« dlff«rmc«t Utif^ tiMiii two gtoit^ my of coitf 

•truetuMt idil6h rntm availablft to th« idilto ehlldroiit dnd iibioh tod • 
or tori ftoquoncy of oceurtonco in tto togto ehlldron'o o^ooli» to||it to id ^ ^ 
*^iiioUod*' in tho togro childton'o opoodi ttot ttoy eould sot oooily to 
roeogtisod oo fum aonolly oqoivolottt to tto dhito ehildron'o otoadord tot^ito 
otruettttooy tad voro ttoxoloro ioeorroctly plocod at to oyatoetlc ootococy* Xt 
it not Xogieolly noeotooty ttot tto Hogro etoldroa toi*o ovoitobi# 
of oyatoctic otructuroo oo tto ahito chitoi^* tot it cottolaly ooi^ 
ttot ttoy do not tioo 0 ooquonco ouch do **I lito to ploy^' ia otttof ^ dtoM 
or noai*otoiidord fora* daottor poooibiXity lo ttot no dW not totolid 
roproooatotivo onaplo of tto Hogro ehildron'o opooeh* WO oro nto drioly^ 
aaottor ooBplq of opooch- for ooch child* 

Lot no non turn to o briof diocuooioa of tho difforoaeoo nitoto;:ny ■ 

Hogro ooaplo* Xhooo noro oil oovoroly doprivod childran^ yet in tdrto of thdir 
lingttiotic porfomoneo thoy noro for fron honogonoouo* Tto total nuidior of 

" -'I' 

oontoaeoo produeod by than in tho oxporinoatol ooooion rongod fron 7 to 47» nith 
an ovorogo of about 20 oontoneoa* Tto total nunbor of difforont oyatOctic 
otructuroo uood by thooo childron ohouod o range of 3 to 22» nith oa otoro|H 
about 11 difforont otructuroo per child* A quontitotlvo indoa of ff ^ 
c<»loxitv mo dovolopod and on ovordgo oentoaco eonploxity ocoro mo cooputed for 
aach child. Tho range for the ovorogo eonploxity ocoroo mo qui to largo* toing 
fron 2 *e to 9.4 utoto* with on ovorogo of 5.7 unite. Thooo throe indicoo of 
linguiotic porfomoneo ore incidentally oignificontly intorcorrolotod* oo ttot a 
child who produeod an above average nunbor of oontoneoa oidiibitod o greater range 
of otructuroo and a hii^or average oontonco eonploxity oeoro thon o child idio 
produced a below average nunbor of oentepceo . 

eswerientiaV ^ ^ ^ 

Tto theoretical pooition ttot downgradoi nmwistoiogii. factoro in favor 
of noturational factoro in language developnent hao to aeeount not only fp* 
dif^mnem batmen divergent groupa but aloo large differeneeo yl^g groupo. 
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le om wt* to toko ot foeo voluo tlio obootvoi dlfiotaoco* In ro^ oC 
ovotioMo otBictUfoo **'• ’*'**• elooo elitldim In K*wjn*fc i |t»^ 

ond cbo McsM lonot cUoo ehlldton in o«r own otu^* thon tt could bo cUiped 



tbot tbooo dlldotoncoo oco tor tfon trlviol. Bouovct, Aoro oto oow 
dUflcnttioo tbmmmr ot b*to» wtoln thoc tbo con*rioon i» o voUd onb. 
Ifoat is contlB^ikS both In or4«r to Incrstsn the ssopls of speech snd slso to 
develop s teble of structural equivalents biptiieen standard Englist^ and the non- 

" ‘i ■ ■ 

stiMsdard SnidLlslii of the Kegro children* 

Zn addition, ve have developed tests for evaluating a child *s ability 



to ialtata and coiiq^rehend a irf.de range of syiatactlc structures. The In format lot 
lie have Obtained £xm these tests coepleiaente our knowledge of a child's 



pcodnctlve , ability • \ 

The large differences on the three Ihdlces of linguistic perfoteanOe 
the Xegfo grou|> are, I would nalntalut &r free trivial, and stro^ly 
§uiU 09 t that the environeent plays nuch wore than a elnor supportive role in 



ianguagt developeant. to account for these differences is, an l^^guing 

piohlen and will deeand anch closer analysis of environments rfian3gHIKtt>esn 



piwviottsiy carried out* 

One could, of course, argue th^t even If large differences wet^ 
observed between or within groups of young children, jp t\^ jpog JM» 
at 15 years, 10 years or 21 years etc*, everyone is likely to be linguistically 
equal* This nay be true, although I an dubious about that, but if laippiage is 
at all ii^licated in thinking behavior, then it is quite possible that any 
of l***ttt*lty in Icngucg* d*v*lo|t**nt lo •ct'ly cbildhopd could be 
.« in th* child’* g*n*tcl COgBttlV dcvcIOR— ot. 




